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PURPOSE 


The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) reviewed the Ethics Enforcement Section (EES) 
Quarterly Report, Fourth Quarter 2011 (Quarterly Report), and the associated audit packages to 
evaluate the completeness, quality, and findings of audits conducted by EES.’ The Chief of Police 
signed the Quarterly Report on January 30, 2011, and the Quarterly Report was approved by the 
Board of Police Commissioners on February 28, 2012. 


BACKGROUND 


The OIG has reviewed and reported on every quarterly report completed by EES since the first 
calendar quarter of 2004.” These reports summarize the results of EES audits completed during the 
specified quarter. Ethics Enforcement Section conducts three types of integrity audits: specific, 
special operation, and random. These audits are conducted to identify and investigate employees 
engaging in improper behavior (e.g., unlawful stops, unlawful searches/seizures, unauthorized 
force, dishonesty, unbecoming conduct, discourtesy and discrimination) and are designed to 
covertly assess an officer’s behavior for compliance with Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD or 
Department) standards and applicable law. 


A specific integrity audit is initiated based on prior knowledge obtained regarding a particular 
officer’s suspected improper behavior. A special operation integrity audit, also based on prior 
knowledge, ascertains whether a specific improper behavior will occur without targeting a particular 
officer. This type of integrity audit involves surveillance of a location where the alleged improper 
behavior may be likely to occur. A random integrity audit is not based on prior knowledge but 
rather involves designing a scenario without preselecting an officer or location. Integrity audits 
may involve surveillance by EES and/or interaction with an EES undercover officer (UC). Integrity 
audits involve considerable pre-operational planning to help mitigate the risks associated with these 
staged events, including the safety of the UC. Occasionally, at the request of an outside agency, an 
audit will be conducted to assess the behavior of a specific officer employed by the requesting 
outside agency. These audit results are communicated to the appropriate agency. 


In addition to integrity audits, the Department conducts complaint intake audits to identify and 
investigate employees who discourage the filing of a personnel complaint, fail to accept a personnel 
complaint, or fail to report complaints of misconduct. These audits are generally conducted to 
determine if officers at Area police stations accept and record personnel complaints properly and 
within a reasonable period of time. Complaint intake audits involve a UC calling or walking into a 
predetermined Area police station, mailing a personnel complaint to the Department, or confronting 
an officer working in the field. Although complaint intake audits represent a lesser risk to the 
Department, the process is well scripted and rehearsed by EES personnel prior to their execution. 


' Quarters are referenced by calendar quarter with the fourth quarter ending December 31, 2011. 

? Ethics Enforcement Section is under Special Operations Division, which also includes Internal Surveillance Unit and 
Worker Compensation Fraud Coordination Unit. Special Operations Division is part of Professional Standards 
Bureau. 
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Integrity Audits 


The following table summarizes the 18 integrity audits conducted by EES during the fourth quarter 
























































and reviewed by the OIG.’ 
EES AUDIT # BEHAVIOR TESTED AUDIT TYPE Blea DE 
CLASSIFICATION 

11-053 Theft Special Non-Department 
11-055 Digital In-Car Camera Video System Random Fail 
11-061 Digital In-Car Camera Video System Random Pass 
11-063 Digital In-Car Camera Video System Random Pass 
11-064 Digital In-Car Camera Video System Random Pass 
11-065 Digital In-Car Camera Video System Random Pass 
11-066 Digital In-Car Camera Video System Random Pass 
11-067 Field Enforcement Activities Random Pass 
11-068 Field Enforcement Activities Random Pass 
11-069 Field Enforcement Activities Random Pass 
11-070 Neglect of Duty Random Pass 
11-071 Neglect of Duty Random Fail 
11-072 Field Enforcement Activities Random Pass 
11-073 Field Enforcement Activities Random Pass 
11-074 Field Enforcement Activities Random Pass 
11-075 Field Enforcement Activities Random Pass 
11-076 Illegal Search/Seizure Specific Attempt 
11-077 Illegal Search/Seizure Specific Attempt 





























The integrity audits classified as Fail and Non-Department Employee are summarized as follows: 


EES No. 10-055 


This audit, classified as Fail, was a random integrity audit designed to monitor patrol officers to 











determine if they were activating their Digital In-Car Camera Video System (DICVS) in accordance 
with Special Order No. 45, 2009. This Special Order generally requires officers to activate the 
DICVS during: (1) vehicle pursuits and Code-3 responses, (2) suspect transports, (3) vehicle stops, 
and (4) pedestrian stops. 


During the audit, EES observed two officers detain an individual at one location and transport him 
to another location where he was released. This audit was classified as Fail because the officers did 
not activate their DICVS for the initial stop or transportation of the individual. Ethics Enforcement 
Section subsequently initiated a complaint against both officers.’ 


? Descriptions of the classifications used by EES for their fourth quarter 2011 integrity audits are as follows: 
Pass — The employee(s)’ actions during the audit were proper and consistent with Department policy and law. 
Fail — The employee(s)’ conduct was improper and violated either criminal law or Department policy. 
Attempt — The employee(s) did not respond to the scenario or interact in a manner allowing examination of actions. 
Non-Department Employee — Any person other than an LAPD employee. 
* CF No. 11-003347. 
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EES No. 10-071 

This audit, classified as Fail, was a random integrity audit designed to monitor patrol officers to 
determine if they were adhering to Operations Order No. 3, 2007, “Department of Transportation, 
Stolen Vehicle Recovery Program.” This Operations Order generally requires officers to recover 
stolen vehicles when: (1) associated with felony wants, (2) containing evidence or contraband 
requiring booking, (3) the reporting party is standing by for the vehicle’s immediate release, and 
(4) classified as high-priority by Communications Division (e.g., engine running, suspects there 
now, etc.).° 


Ethics Enforcement Section observed officers respond to a call of a stolen vehicle. Based on the 
provisions of Operations Order No. 3, 2007, these officers were required to recover the vehicle. 
Further observation revealed that the officers cleared the call without recovering the vehicle. 
Therefore, EES classified this audit as Fail and initiated a complaint against the officers.° 


EES No. 11-053 

This audit, classified as Non-Department Employee, was a special operations audit designed to 
determine if gasoline was being stolen from one of the LAPD gasoline pumps. Ethics Enforcement 
Section initiated the audit based on information received from a Motor Transport Division 
automotive supervisor. 


To conduct this audit, a covert video camera was mounted near the gasoline pumps to record all 
persons obtaining gasoline. After a period of time, the recording was reviewed and revealed that, 
along with authorized LAPD employees, two City workers filled their City vehicles with gasoline. 
As this dispensing of gasoline did not involve members of the LAPD, EES classified this audit as 
Non-Department Employee. The Commanding Officer of Special Operations Division notified the 
managers of the involved City employees of their unauthorized activity. 


Complaint Intake Audits 


This quarter, EES conducted eight random telephonic complaint intake audits. A telephonic audit 
typically involves a UC telephoning a police station in an attempt to make a personnel complaint 
against a police officer for misconduct. Typically, the UC would describe to the desk officer a 
rehearsed complaint scenario involving police misconduct which the UC either experienced or 
witnessed. The UC would either specifically indicate that he/she wanted to make a complaint or the 
scenario would clearly identify that police misconduct occurred. The officer who received the call 
is then required to transfer the UC to a station supervisor who is required to take the complaint. 
Each officer who interacts with the UC is identified during the audit in order to be able to assess 
his/her behavior. 


> Stolen vehicles not falling into one of the mentioned categories are recovered by Department of Transportation 
officers. 
é CF No. 11-003848. 
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This quarter, EES classified one audit as Fail, two as Pass with Comments to Command and five 
audits as Pass.’ The audit classified as Fail is summarized as follows: 


EES No. 11-050 

This audit, classified as Fail, was a random telephonic complaint intake audit designed to determine 
if Department policy was followed in the handling a of a personnel complaint including the 
completion of the appropriate documentation. 


In this audit, a UC telephoned an Area police station and spoke with a supervisor. The UC 
explained that she had been contacted by an LAPD officer and was disappointed in her treatment. 
The supervisor obtained the UC’s relevant information including her contact information. 


Ethics Enforcement Section classified this audit as Fail after reviewing the completed personnel 
complaint form and determining that the supervisor had omitted the UC’s address and telephone 
number. Ethics Enforcement Section subsequently initiated a complaint against the supervisor.* 


METHODOLOGY 


The OIG’s scope included a review of the packages for all 18 integrity and 8 complaint intake 
audits completed by EES from October | through December 31, 2011. 


The OIG conducted a performance review of EES’s audits in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards. These standards require that the review is adequately planned, 
performed, and supervised. The standards also require sufficient and appropriate evidence is 
obtained by performing review procedures that provide a reasonable basis for the findings and 
conclusion. 


OBJECTIVES 


The OIG’s review assessed the audits for completeness, findings, and quality as described below: 





1. Assessment of Completeness - This assessment was made based on a review of both the 
Quarterly Report and EES’s individual audit packages. Specifically, the OIG: 


e Determined if all audits initiated by EES have either been reported or are in progress; and 


’ Descriptions of classifications used by EES for their fourth quarter 2011 complaint intake audits are as follows: 

Pass — The employee(s) complied with current Department policy regarding the intake of public complaints of 
employee misconduct. 

Pass with Comments to Command — The employee(s) passed the audit but the employee’s performance was in need of 
improvement in other areas. Comments on the employee’s performance were conveyed to the involved employee’s 
chain of command. It should be noted that EES’ audit classifications were recently revised to include this 
classification in lieu of Pass-Substandard so as to more accurately classify such audits. 

Fail — The employee(s) failed to comply with current Department policy regarding the intake of public complaints of 
employee misconduct. 

ê CF No. 11-003223. 
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e Determined if all evidence necessary to classify the audits were included in the packages.’ 


2. Assessment of Quality - This assessment was made based on a review of EES’s individual audit 
packages. Specifically, the OIG: 


e Determined if proper approvals were obtained prior to the audit’s execution and after the 
audit package was completed; 


e Evaluated each audit to determine if the scenario was designed to identify at-risk behavior; 
e Determined if the audits accurately reflected recorded events; 
e Evaluated each audit to determine if current EES policies and procedures were adequate; 


e Determined if EES procedures and Department policies were followed in the planning, 
execution, and events subsequent to the audits; 


e Evaluated the quality of service provided to the UC during complaint intake audits; and 


e Evaluated each audit to determine if the Final Report documented all pertinent information 
necessary to support the final classification of the audit. 


3. Assessment of Findings - This assessment was made based on a review of the Quarterly Report 
and EES’s individual audit packages. Specifically, the OIG: 


e Evaluated the Quarterly Report to determine if the Report accurately and completely 
presented the audit results (1.e., final classifications) as determined by EES management. 


e Evaluated EES’s audits to ensure all significant concerns were addressed; and 


e Evaluated EES’s audits to determine if the final classifications were consistent with the 
officers’ actions and EES current classification standards. 


RESULTS 
Completeness 


The OIG determined that the EES Quarterly Report appropriately reported on a complete population 
of integrity and complaint intake audits by tracking all audits conducted and reported this quarter as 
well as any audits previously conducted but not yet reported. The OIG also determined that all 
integrity and complaint intake audit packages contained the evidence necessary to classify the 
audits. 


? An audit package should contain a Final Report, Operations Request, Operational Plan, the officer’s Training 
Evaluation and Management System II (TEAMS ID) report (for specific sting audits), and any other evidence 
including video and audio recordings required to support the results of the audit. 
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Quality 


The OIG determined that EES obtained proper approval before and after the execution of each 
audit, complied with existing policies and procedures, and contacted appropriate Department 
personnel regarding the results of each audit. The OIG also determined that the audit scenarios 
were designed to identify at-risk behavior and evaluate the quality of service the UC received 
during the complaint intake audits. 


Findings 

The OIG determined that the EES Quarterly Report accurately and completely presented the audit 
findings. The OIG also determined that EES addressed all significant concerns identified during the 
audits and that generally, the classification for each audit was consistent with the officers’ actions 
and EES’s current classification standards. 

The OIG noted one complaint intake audit classified as Pass that would have been more 
appropriately classified as Pass with Comments to Command. In this audit, the UC waited an 


unreasonable amount of time before speaking with a supervisor about her complaint. ° 


After review with the Commanding Officer of Special Operations Division, he agreed that the 
classification for this audit should be Pass with Comments to Command and made the adjustment. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 
There are no recommendations. 
RESPONSE OF MANAGEMENT 


The Commanding Officer of Special Operations Division has reviewed the OIG’s report and 
expressed general agreement with the results. 


CONCLUSION 
The OIG concluded that the EES Quarterly Report and the associated audit packages met the OIG’s 


standard for completeness, quality, and findings. This conclusion was supported by the OIG’s 
detailed review of all integrity and complaint intake audit packages. 


10 EES No. 11-060. 


